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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
• Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )I3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 18 February 2005 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)E3 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) [3 Claim(s) 1-21 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 17-21 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) M Claim(s) 9-13 and 16 is/are allowed. 

6) M Claim(s) 1,3.4.6-8.14 and 15 is/are rejected. 

7) M Claim(s) 2 and 5 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) [3 The drawing(s) filed on 25 September 2003 is/are: a)S accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)Q None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election without traverse of claims 1-16 in the reply filed on 2/18/05 is 
acknowledged. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 3,4,6,7,14,15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

- - Claims 3,4 are vague and indefinite because it is unclear where the application of the tool 
surface to the coated reinforcing material occurs in the process, and how it is carried out 
without damaging or removing the pigment coating. 

- Claims 6,14 contain the trademark/trade names Spectra, Kevlar. Where a trademark 
or trade name is used in a claim as a limitation to identify or describe a particular material or 
product, the claim does not comply with the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. 
See Ex parte Simpson, 218 USPQ 1020 (Bd. App. 1982). The claim scope is uncertain since the 
trademark or trade name cannot be used properly to identify any particular material or product. 
A trademark or trade name is used to identify a source of goods, and not the goods themselves. 
Thus, a trademark or trade name does not identify or describe the goods associated with the 
trademark or trade name. In the present case, the trademark/trade name is used to 
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identify/describe reinforcement materials and, accordingly, the identification/description is 
indefinite. 

- Claims 7,15 are vague, indefinite, and contradictory because members of the group of 
pigments includes "inks, dyes" which are normally liquids, but independent claims 
require particles which would appear to be in solid form Clarification is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

5. Claims 1,6,8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Kolek US 
3769126. , 

Kolek teaches forming structural composites comprising forming glass fiber reinforcing 
filaments coated with a mixture of liquid epoxy or polyester resins and glass microspheres; the 
coated filaments are wound onto a configuration; and the composite is cured by heating or 
electron beam. Since steps b and c of claim 1 are not in a specific order, a mixture of 
microspheres and resin reads on the steps. Glass microspheres inherently provide reflectivity/ 
optical effects which make them pigments with a spectral characteristic (given Applicant's 
definition on page 1, 20-22 of specification). Incorporation of the microspheres into the cured 
resin matrix necessarily imparts durability to the microspheres. See col. 1, 54- col. 2, 16; col. 3, 
37-58. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

8. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kolek. 
Kolek is cited for the same reasons previously discussed, which are incorporated herein. 

Pigment-coated microspheres are not cited. However, Kolek teaches microspheres without 
further limitation, and would therefore have included pigmented microspheres because of the 
expectation of providing equivalent composite performance with the advantage of providing a 
decorative finish by virtue of the coloration imparted by the pigment coating the microspheres. 
The pigmented coating would not otherwise have been expected to impart any detrimental or 
advantageous mechanical properties. Matters related to the choice of ornamentation producing 
no mechanical effect or advantage considered to constitute the invention are considered obvious 
and do not impart patentability, In re Seid 73 USPQ 431. 
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9. The prior art does not teach nor suggest applying pigment particles by fluidized bed or 
use of a textured tool of claims 2 and 5 in the process steps of claim 1 . Claims 2,5 are objected to 
for depending from a rejected base claim. Claim 9 is allowable because the prior art does not 
teach nor suggest a tacky resin material partially cured to a B-stage on reinforcement material to 
which are applied pigment particles, followed by curing, to form a composite wherein the 
particles provide a spectral characteristic. Accordingly claims 10-13,16 are also allowable. 
Claims 14-15 are rejected under 35 USC 1 12 section above. 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. US 6559197 and 6498883 teach coating optical fibers with liquid ink, pigment, or 
dye which are encapsulated by resin matrix to form a composite. US 5851450 teaches applying 
microspheres in a fluidized bed. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Frederick J. Parker whose telephone number is 571/ 272-1426. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur. 6: 15am -3:45pm, and alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meeks Timothy can be reached on 571/272-1423. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

(^^Fi^dpncl^ Parker 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1762 



